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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed 11 May 2009 appealing from the Office action mailed 
10 November 2008. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings which 
will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in the pending 
appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

No amendment after final has been filed. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 



(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

6,922,708 Sedlar 



05-2000 
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5,819,295 



Nakawaga et al 



09-1996 



7,225,208 



Midgley 



09-2003 



6,098,079 



Howard 



04-1998 



5,878,410 



Zibikowski et al 



09-1998 



(9) Grounds of Rejection 



The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 



1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-2 and 8-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sedlar (U.S. Patent No. 6,922, 708), filed on 15 May 200, and issued on 26 July 2005, in view of 
Nakagawa et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,819,295), filed on 26 September 1996, and issued on 6 
October 1998, and in further view of Midgley et al (U.S. Patent No. 7,225,208, hereinafter 
referred to as Midgley), filed on 30 September 2003, and issued on 29 May 2007. 

3. As per independent claim 1, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, 



A method comprising: 

intercepting, with a filter program, a request from an application or file 

System user interface {See MIDGLEY, C10:L21-36, wherein this reads over "the 
detecting agent 465 can include a file system filter . . . that can intercept and communicate 
requests (e.g., input/output request packets (IRPs)) from an operating system to a file 

system"} to write to a source file in a remote file system for a remote 

Storage System {See MIDGLEY, C10:L44-62, wherein this reads over "the detecting 



discloses: 
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agent can intercept requests (e.g., write requests) from an operating system of the data 
server 400 to the policy data files 475 stored on the data storage device"} accessible 
Over a network {See MIDGLEY, Figure 1A}; 

determining, by the filter program, whether a retention rule is provided for 
the source file in response to the write request {See Sediar, C33:L19-31, 

wherein this reads over "[tjagging a version of a file indicates that a version of the file 
should be retained. Thus, rather than always retaining older version of files when newer 
versions are created, older versions of files are retained only if they have been tagged"}; 

in response to determining that one retention rule is provided for the source 
file, generating, by the filter program, a versioned file name, wherein a 
versioned file comprises the source file at a point-in-time {See sediar, 

C31:L38-46, wherein this reads over "a version tracking mechanism is provided by storing 
a version number with each file in a project"}; 

transmitting, by the filter program, a command to the remote file system to 
copy the source file data to a versioned file having the generated 

versioned file name {See Sediar, C31:L20-27, wherein this reads over "a FilelD and 
version number are maintained for each version of each file"}; 

adding, by the filter program, the generated versioned file name to a 
retention index file indicating versioned files for the source file in the 
remote file system {See Sediar, C31:L38-46, wherein this reads over "Whenever a 
file is created, a row for the file is inserted into the files table 710, and a predetermined 
initial version number (e.g. 1) is stored in the version column of that row"}; 

determining, by the filter program, from the retention index, versioned files 
for the source file to purge in response to determining that the retention 
rule indicates a maximum number of versioned files for the source file 
and the versioned files for the source file do not satisfy the retention rule 

{See Sediar, C34:Ll-34, wherein this reads over "[a] purge count indicates the maximum 
number of versions that will be retained for any given file"}; 

determining, by the filter program, from the retention index, versioned files 
for the source file to purge in response to determining that the retention 
rule indicates a time limit of versioned files for the source file and the 
versioned files for the source file do not satisfy the retention rule {See 

Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version information 
1112 designating as to from which version counted from the latest version of the 
documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 1113 designating a 
period of time having elapsed from when the folder was made during which the documents 
should be stored and after which the documents should be deleted"}; and 

transmitting, by the filter program, a command to the remote file system to 
purge the determined versioned files at the remote storage system; {See 

Sediar, C34:Ll-34, wherein this reads over "deletes the oldest non-tagged version of the 
file in response to creating a new version"} and 

transmitting, by the filter program, the write to the source file to the remote 
file system in response to determining that no retention rule is provided 

for the source file {See Sediar, C33:L20-32, wherein this reads over "[otherwise, they 
are replaces (overwritten) when newer versions are created"}, wherein the remote 
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file system applies the write to the source file at the remote storage 

system {See MILEDGE, C13:L38-46, wherein this reads over "the command coordinator 
agent 540 can write to the version 600 the contents of the changed locations for file A"}. 

While Sedlar may fail to expressly disclose the use of a retention rule that indicates a time 
limit of versioned files to which said versioned files must satisfy, Nakagawa discloses the 
designation of a time period after which documents should be deleted. The combination of 
inventions disclosed in Sedlar and Nakagawa would disclose a method wherein versioned files are 
purged by making a determination from a retention index whether the versioned files had either 
exceeded a maximum number of files allowed or failed to meet the requirements of a time limit 
rule. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made. 

While Sedlar and Nakagawa may fail to expressly disclose the method step of 
"intercepting, wit ha filter program, a request from an application or file system user interface to 
write to a source file in a remote file system for a remote storage system accessible over a 
network," Midgley discloses an invention wherein software agents are utilized to intercept and 
filter write commands wherein changes to a file are detected. The combination of inventions 
disclosed in Sedlar, Nakagawa, and Midgley would disclose a method wherein write requests to 
versioned files are intercepted for purposes of retention in a remote storage system. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification so that 
the method of purge would have multiple retention rules (i.e. a count rule and a time limit rule) to 
manage the number of versioned files maintained on a storage system. 
4. As per dependent claim 2, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: 

deleting, by the filter program, the versioned file names for the determined 
versioned files to purge from the retention index file, wherein the 
command to purge is issued by transmitting the command to the file 
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system to delete versioned files having the determined versioned file 

names {See Sedlar, Figures 5, 6, and 10; C31:L20-27, wherein this reads over "a FilelD 
and a version number are maintained for each version of each file"; C31:L38-45, wherein 
this reads over "a row from the file inserted into the files table 710"}. 

5. As per dependent claim 8, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, 



The method of claim 1, further comprising: 

determining, by the filter program, from the retention index versioned files 
for the source file to purge in response to determining that the retention 
rule specifies a time period {See Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over 
"an entity deleted version information 1112 designating as to from which version counted 
from the latest version of the documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time 
information 1113 designating a period of time having elapsed from when the folder was 
made during which the documents should be stored and after which the documents should 
be deleted"} and maximum number {See Sedlar, C34:Ll-34, wherein this reads over 
"[a] purge count indicates the maximum number of versions that will be retained for any 
given file"} of versioned files to maintain for the source file within the 
specified time period and the versioned files for the source file do not 
satisfy the retention rule. 

6. As per dependent claim 9, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, 



The method of claim 8, 

wherein the retention rule specifies multiple time periods and one maximum 

number {See Sedlar, C34:Ll-34, wherein this reads over "[a] purge count indicates the 
maximum number of versions that will be retained for any given file"} for each time 

period to separately maintain versioned files for the source file for 

different time periods {See Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity 
deleted version information 1112 designating as to from which version counted from the 
latest version of the documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 
1113 designating a period of time having elapsed from when the folder was made during 
which the documents should be stored and after which the documents should be 
deleted"}, 

wherein the determining whether the number of versioned files to maintain 
for the source file exceeds the specified maximum number {See sedlar, 

C34:Ll-34, wherein this reads over "[a] purge count indicates the maximum number of 
versions that will be retained for any given file"} is performed for each specified 
time period {See Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted 
version information 1112 designating as to from which version counted from the latest 
version of the documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 1113 
designating a period of time having elapsed from when the folder was made during which 
the documents should be stored and after which the documents should be deleted"}, 

and wherein selecting the number of oldest versioned file names to purge to 
reduce the number of versioned file names in the retention index file is 
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performed for each specified time period to reach the maximum number 

specified for the time period {See Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over 
"an entity deleted version information 1112 designating as to from which version counted 
from the latest version of the documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time 
information 1113 designating a period of time having elapsed from when the folder was 
made during which the documents should be stored and after which the documents should 
be deleted"}. 

7. As per dependent claim 10, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, 



The method of claim 1, wherein the filter program executes in a host system in 
communication with the remote storage system over the network {See Midgley, 

Figures 1A-B}. 

As per dependent claim 11, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, 



The method of claim 10, wherein retention index files are maintained at local 
storage to the host system and accessed locally by the filter program to 
determine versioned files to purge according to retention rules {See Midgley, 
Figure 2}. 

As per dependent claim 12, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, 



The method of claim 1, wherein the filter program executes in a kernel of an 

operating system {See Midgley, C10:L15-36, wherein this reads over "with an operating 
system via a kernel interface"}. 

10. As per dependent claim 13, the Examiner notes that it would be inherent for the 
retention rule to identify a name of the source file to which the rule applies since without said 
identification, the host system would be unable to properly discern to which source file the rule 
applies. 

11. Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sedlar, in 
view of Nakagawa et al and Midgley et al, and in further view of Howard (U.S. Patent No. 
6,098,079), filed on 2 April 1998, and issued on 1 August 2000. 

12. As per dependent claim 3, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa, Midgley, and 
Howard, discloses: 
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The method of claim 1, further comprising: 

applying, by the filter program, a function to the source file name to 

determine the retention index file {Howard, C3:L26-40, wherein this reads over 
"[e]ach version entry contains a hash code or digest that to a very high probability uniquely 
identifies the contents of a corresponding version of the file"}, wherein the 

determined retention index file maintains names of versioned files for the 
source file to which the function is applied, and wherein the generated 
versioned file name is added to the determined retention index {See 

Sedlar, C31:L38-46, wherein this reads over "[w]henever a file is created, a row for the file 
is inserted into the files table 710, and a predetermined initial version number (e.g. 1) is 
stored in the version column of that row"}. 

While Sedlar, Nakagawa, and Midgley may fail to expressly disclose the application of a 
function to a source file name, Howard discloses the use of hash codes in identifying each version 
of a file. The combination of inventions disclosed in Sedlar, Nakagawa, Midgley, and Howard 
would disclose a method wherein versioned files are purged by making a determination from a 
retention index whether the versioned files had either exceeded a maximum number of files 
allowed or failed to meet the requirements of a time limit rule. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification so each 
versioned file would be assigned a unique hash code for entry into the retention index. 

13. As per dependent claim 4, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa, Midgley, and 
Howard, discloses: 

The method of claim 3, wherein the function comprises a hash function {Howard, 
C3:L26-40, wherein this reads over "[e]ach version entry contains a hash code or digest that to 
a very high probability uniquely identifies the contents of a corresponding version of the file"}, 

and wherein one retention index may maintain versioned file names for 
multiple source files to which the function is applied. 

14. Claim 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sedlar, in 
view of Nakagawa and Midgley, and in further view of Zibikowski et al (U.S. Patent No. 
5,878,410), filed on 13 September 1998, and issued on 2 March 1999. 

15. As per dependent claim 5, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa, Midgley, and 



Zibikowski, discloses: 
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The method of claim 1, wherein determining from the retention index file the 
versioned files to purge further comprises: 

sorting the versioned file names for the source file in the retention index file 
ordered on a timestamp included in the versioned file names {See 

Zibikowski, C5:L10-18, wherein this reads over "it is presumed that at least one of the 
columns in a view index will be sorted ... by time stamp"}; and 

selecting versioned files from the sorted versioned file names to purge {See 

Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version information 
1112 designating as to from which version counted from the latest version of the 
documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 1113 designating a 
period of time having elapsed from when the folder was made during which the documents 
should be stored and after which the documents should be deleted"}. 

While Sedlar, Nakagawa, and Midgley may fail to expressly disclose the sorting of 
versioned file names in the retention index by timestamp, Zibikowski disclose the sorting of an 
index by timestamp. The combination of inventions disclosed in Sedlar, Nakagawa, Midgley, and 
Zibikowski would disclose a method wherein versioned files are purged by making a determination 
from a retention index whether the versioned files had either exceeded a maximum number of 
files allowed or failed to meet the requirements of a time limit rule. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification such 
that the purge of the versioned file names would be done according to the index as sorted by 
timestamp. 

16. As per dependent claim 6, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa, Midgley, and 

Zibikowski, discloses: 

The method of claim 5, wherein determining from the retention index versioned 
files for the source file to purge in response to determining that the retention 
rule indicates a maximum number of versioned files for the source file 
comprises: 

determining whether a number of the sorted versioned file names exceeds 

the maximum number {See Sedlar, C34:Ll-34, wherein this reads over "[a] purge 
count indicates the maximum number of versions that will be retained for any given file"}; 

and 

selecting a number of oldest sorted versioned file names to purge to reduce 
the number of versioned file names in the retention index file to reach 

the maximum number {See Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an 
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entity deleted version information 1112 designating as to from which version counted from 
the latest version of the documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 
1113 designating a period of time having elapsed from when the folder was made during 
which the documents should be stored and after which the documents should be 
deleted"}. 

17. As per dependent claim 7, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa, Midgley, and 

Zibikowski, discloses: 

The method of claim 5, wherein determining from the retention index versioned 
files for the source file to purge in response to determining that the retention 
rule indicates the time limit of versioned files for the source file and the 
versioned files for the source file do no satisfy the retention rule comprises: 

determining whether sorted version file names exceed the time limit 
according to the timestamp for the sorted versioned file names {See 

Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version information 
1112 designating as to from which version counted from the latest version of the 
documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 1113 designating a 
period of time having elapsed from when the folder was made during which the documents 
should be stored and after which the documents should be deleted"}; and 

selecting versioned file names in the retention index whose timestamp 
exceeds the time limit to purge versioned files whose timestamp exceeds 
the limit {See Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version 
information 1112 designating as to from which version counted from the latest version of 
the documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 1113 designating a 
period of time having elapsed from when the folder was made during which the documents 
should be stored and after which the documents should be deleted"}. 



(10) Response to Argument 

a. Rejection of Claims 1. 10. and 12-13 under 35 U.S.C. 103 

Appellant asserts the argument that Midgley and Sedlar fail to teach or suggest "that a 
filter program, intercepting writes, determines whether a retention rule is provided for the source 
file for which the write is intercepted." See Appeal Brief, page 10. The Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. It is noted that Sedlar discloses a system wherein "tagging a version of a file indicates 
that a version of the file should be retained" such that files which are not tagged are not retained 
upon the creation of a newer version of the file. See Sedlar, C33:L19-31. Furthermore, Sedlar 
discloses an invention wherein a files table is used to store the file name and version number of 
said file. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that Sedlar 
indeed teaches a means to store the versioned file names of a source file within a table (i.e. the 
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files table), such that the version of the source file may be used to determine whether a retention 
rule is provided for said file. 

Secondly, Appellant asserts that Sedlar fails to "teach or mention a filter program that 
determines from a retention index versioned filed for the source file to purge, where the 
retention index has versioned file names of the source file to purge." See Amendment, page 10. 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees. It is noted that Sedlar discloses that "tagging a version of a 
file indicates that a version of the file should be retained" and that "older versions of files are 
retained only if they have been tagged." See Sedlar, col. 33, lines 19-31. Furthermore, it is 
noted that Sedlar discloses that "a FilelD and version number are maintained for each version of 
each file" in a files table. See Sedlar, col. 31, lines 20-27. Accordingly, wherein Sedlar discloses 
a method for tagging and untagging versioned files (i.e. whether a versioned file should be 
purged) and a files table which stores the FilelD and version number (i.e. a retention index of 
versioned file names), it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that Sedlar 
would indeed read upon the features as recited with the claims of the instant application. 

Thirdly, Appellant asserts the argument that Sedlar fails to mention "that this files table 
having the files is used to determined versioned files to purge." See Appeal Brief, page 11. The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. It is noted that "whenever a file is created, a row for the file is 
inserted in to the files table 710, and a predetermined initial version number is stored in the 
version column of that row." See Sedlar, col. 31, lines 42-45. Additionally, it is noted that when 
the file is updated, "a new row is inserted in the files table for the new version of the file." See 
Sedlar, col. 31, lines 46-49. Accordingly, Sedlar further discloses that the tagging feature and 
purge count features are used in conjunction with the file versions to purge the necessary file 
version. That is, wherein there exists non-tagged versions of a file, the purge count access the 
oldest non-tagged version of the file by reading the version number from the files table and 
deleting said file. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
wherein a non-tagged file versions exist (i.e. not satisfying a retention rule), the oldest of said 
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non-tagged file versions is selected for deletion such that the purge count is not exceeded (i.e. a 
maximum number of versioned files). See Sedlar, col. 34, lines 18-34. 

Lastly, Appellant asserts the argument that Nakagawa fails to teach or suggest the 
method of "determining from a retention index having versioned names for the source files to 
purge if the versioned files do not satisfy a time limit retention rule." See Appeal Brief, page 12. 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees. It is noted that the combination of Sedlar and Nakagawa 
would read upon the aforementioned method step. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the inventions of Sedlar 
and Nakagawa so that their respective retention rules may be used in conjunction with each 
other. That is, as Sedlar discloses a method for purging upon reaching a maximum number and 
Nakagawa discloses a method for purging upon reaching a maximum time limit, one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been able to purge said methods to provide a layered purging method 
such that the meeting of either of the retention rules would validate a purging process. 

b. Rejection of Claim 2 under 35 U.S.C. 103 

Appellant asserts the argument that Sedlar fails to disclose that "a purge is issued by 
transmitting a command to both a remote file system to delete versions having determined 
version names as well as deleting the determined versioned file names from the retention index." 
See Appeal Brief, page 13. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. It is noted that Sedlar discloses 
that "a FilelD and a version number are maintained for each version of each file." See Sedlar, 
col. 31, lines 20-27. Accordingly, wherein Sedlar further discloses the purging of the oldest non- 
tagged version of the file, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the 
FilelD and a version number associated with said version in the files table would no longer be 
maintained. That is, wherein the files table is used to manage rows of data associated with a file 
version, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that said managed rows 
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would no longer be managed but be removed from the files table as the corresponding file would 
have been purged. 

c. Re jection of Claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. 103 

Appellant asserts the argument that the combination of Nakagawa and Sedlar fail to 
disclose a "retention rule specifying a number of files to have for a time period, as opposed to 
deleting files that are older than specified deleting time." See Appeal Brief, page 14. The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. It is noted that Nakagawa discloses a method wherein "entity 
deleting time information" is used to designate a time period after which the documents should 
be deleted. See Nakagawa C12:L16-39. Accordingly, the use of the deleting time information 
would validly read upon the Applicant's recited method step of purging if the versioned files do 
not satisfy a time limit retention rule by deleting a document should its time of storage exceed 
the entity deleting time information. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine the inventions of Sedlar and Nakagawa so that 
their respective retention rules may be used in conjunction with each other. That is, as Sedlar 
discloses a method for purging upon reaching a maximum number and Nakagawa discloses a 
method for purging upon reaching a maximum time limit, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been able to purge said methods to provide a layered purging method such that the 
meeting of either of the retention rules would validate a purging process. 

d. Rejection of Claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. 103 

Appellant asserts the argument that the combination of Sedlar and Nakagawa do not 
teach or suggest "a retention rule that specifies a maximum number of versioned files for a time 
period." See Appeal Brief, page 15. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
inventions of Sedlar and Nakagawa so that their respective retention rules may be used in 
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conjunction with each other. That is, as Sedlar discloses a method for purging upon reaching a 
maximum number and Nakagawa discloses a method for purging upon reaching a maximum time 
limit, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been able to purge said methods to provide a 
layered purging method such that the meeting of either of the retention rules would validate a 
purging process. 

e. Rejection of Claim 11 under 35 U.S.C. 103 

Appellant asserts the argument that Midgley fails to teach "that the retention index files 
are maintained at local storage to the host system and accessed locally by the filter program to 
determine versioned files to purge according to retention rules." See Appeal Brief, page 16. The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. It is noted that Midgley discloses a system that includes "a data 
server 400 and an associated data storage device 470." See Midgley, Figure 2 and C7:L44-59. 
Furthermore, Midgley discloses a system that is not limited to network-based systems, but may 
be implemented on stand-alone systems such as servers. See Midgley, C5:L13-21. Accordingly, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the combination of Sedlar, 
Nakagawa, and Midgley would indeed teaches a host system that stores a retention index in local 
storage. That is, Sedlar discloses that "another characteristic of most OS file systems is that they 
maintain certain system information about the files that they store" such as in a files table. See 
Sedlar, col. 10, lines 58-61. While Sedlar continues to say that this OS file system characteristic 
is also emulated within the database system, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art that said disclosure would also impute that the files table may be stored locally in the 
OS system. See Sedlar, col. 10, lines 61-66. Specifically, wherein the files table may be 
emulated on a database system embodiment, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made would have been readily discerned that said files table would also be 
available locally to an OS file system. 
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f. Rejection of Claims 3 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. 103 

Appellant asserts the argument that Howard fails to disclose "the claim requirements of 
applying a function to the source file." See Appeal Brief, page 17. The Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. It is noted that Howard discloses a method wherein "each version entry contains a 
hash code or digest that to a very high probability uniquely identifies the contents of a 
corresponding version of the file." See Howard, C3:L26-40. It is further noted that it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the contents of a file would include the name 
of the file. Accordingly, the hash code of the file (i.e. a function of the source file name) allows 
the invention disclosed in Howard to determine which journal files for other sites have said file 
(i.e. the retention index file). 



(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the Related Appeals 
and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 

Respectfully submitted, 
/Paul Kim/ 
Paul Kim 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2169 
Conferees: 

/Neveen Abel-Jalil/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2165 



/John R. Cottingham/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2167 



